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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of Problem 
The stability of the family is directly related to 
the stability of individuals and society. Societies with 
strGng family systems aid and strengthen the society in 
times of conflict and adversity, and they recover at a 
faster rate (Zimmerman, 1972). Healthy individuals within 
families as well as the whole family unit contribute to the 
strength of society. The prevention of serious emotional 
problems comes through strengthening family life (Joint 
Commission on Mental Health of Children, Inc., 1969). Im-
proving interpersonal relationships between family members 
also improves their ability to eepe with stress (Tracey, 
1971). There is evidence that a cohesive family life 
where eaoh member has a place is the most effective barrier 
against juvenile delinquency (Mauch, 1970). 
A majority of people consider a strong, satisfying 
family as ene of their important life goals. Yet, at pre-
sent few guidelines exist for achieving this goal. The 
lack of guidelines are primarily due to lack of research on 
the characteristics ef strong families. Research on family 
strengths helps te better llllderstand the potentials of 
1 
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family life, Thia type of research is needed to provide 
guidelines for strengthening families. Such information is 
particalarily needed since the diYorce rate has increased 
well over JGO percent from 1890 to 1967, The number of 
American diverees between 1963 and 1969 alone increased 
25 percent (Epstein, 1974s U, s. Bureau ef Census, 1976). 
Need for Research 
Lack ef instruetien of how to have a successful family 
life is due to laek of researeh in this area. Much of the 
current family related literature has focused upon the 
pathology of .the family and the negative aspects associated 
with family diserganization. Abnormalities and deYiations 
have been emphasized. 
Understanding af what makes families strong would aid 
therapists in developing indiYid•al and groap potentials, 
reso•roes, assets, and strengths. All of life is based on 
the healthy self concept and sense of belonging, both fowid 
within the strong family system, 
Most people are unaware of their potentials and 
strengths due to the negative conditioning from the mass 
media, Family members ean be challenged toward fulfillment 
of their strengths and potentials when these aspects are 
identifled, Past family life literature used the term 
"family strengths" for a wide variety of eharaeteristies 
(Gabler & Otto, 1964)1 and the term has not been specifi-
cally defined until recently. For the purpose of this 
/ research strong families were defined as those families 
whose members have a high degree of happiness in the 
husband-wife and parent-child relationship~ and whose 
members fulfill each others needs to a high degree. The 
family was also intact with beth parents present in the 
home. 
J 
Otto has written more extensively than anyene else in 
the area of family strengths. Most of his writing is based 
upon research with 27 families (Otto, 1962) conducted over 
15 years age. Otto's writings haTe focused heaTily upon 
the concept of family strengths. Professionals, paraprofes~ 
sionals, teachers, as well as family members could use this 
research in pesitiTe affirmation and practical use of these 
strengths. 
Current research is needed to determine what members of 
strong families perceive are their major family strengths, 
what activities serve te make their family strong, and what 
area of their family life they would most like tQ improve. 
It is the purpos• of this stady te obtain such information. 
Parpose of the Study 
The general purpose of this study was to examine the 
perceptions of husband• and wiTes reported to be strong 
families concerning each ef the followings 
1. What they consider to be the most important 
strengths of their family. 
2. What their family does which they feel serves 
to make their family strong. 
). What area of their family life they would like 
to see iapre>Yed. 
A secondary pttrpoee of the study was to examine the 
fellowing hypethesisa 
There is ne market difference in perceptions of 
. husbands and wiyes of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their 
family according tea 
(a) race 
(b) socio-economic status 
(c) size •f comm1111ity,respondent lives in 
(d) nttmber of years married 
(e) employment status of wives 
(f) number •f children 
(g) religion 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Family strengths literature is limited, consequently 
the review of literature coTers areas related to family 
strengths. The review of literature presented here per-
tains to the family unit, definition and utilization of 
family strengths, marital success, and parent-child rela-
tionships. 
The Family Unit 
The nuclear family is a small group system organized 
in parts ef husband-father, wife-mother, son-brother, and 
daughter-sister. ~he simple husband-wife pair becomes 
mere complex as jobs, church activities, community acti-
vities, and sometimes .school activities become an intri-
cate part of their lives. As the age composition of the 
family changes se do the expectations for the members of 
the family, as does the quality of interaction between 
family members (Hill, 1970). Many relationships exist 
in and out ef the family struett1re that have a direct 
effect on the family members. Hill (1970) stated that in 
coping with demands of community and family members, 
families may develop pelicies helpful in making present 
5 
ch•ices and giving future direction and stability. 
Mobility and agrioultural automation have decreased 
the extenaed family to today's relatively isolated nuclear 
family (Adams. 1971). Extended families were able to care 
for themselves, everyone contributing to the total success 
of the whole family. In teday's society families are 
fragmented and relatives us~ally live miles away. Our 
nuclear families haTe the need to belong. Society's 
means of strengthening the family have been through its 
instit~tions, such as, churches and helping professions. 
How oan the family progress and be strengthened? 
Definition and Utilization 
of Family Strengths 
Frem 1942 through 1962 (Gabler & Otto, 1964, P• 221) 
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the concepts of "family strengths" in family life education 
and other prefessional literature was reviewed. Fifteen 
categories of strengths were proposed in family functioning& 
(a) family as a strength within itself, (b) strong 
marriage, (c) strength as parents, (d) parents 
help children to develop, (e) relationships within 
the family, (f) family does things together, (g) 
social and economic statQs satisfactory, (h) reli-
gious beliefs, (i) heme environment, (j) activi-
ties in community affairs, (k) eduoatien, (1) 
capacity to ohange, (m) relationships with in-laws, (n) attitudes teward sex, and (o) recognizing the 
need for and acce1ting help. 
Before the results of this research were published, it was 
very unclear what family strengths were. Success and sat-
isfaction are often the qualities talked about. Research of 
7 
this kind. is helpful in defining components of the family. 
Strong families are a buttress in the time of crisis. 
Anthony (1969) stated that strong families respond to dif-
ficulties by pooling together resources and working together 
toward the most oonstruetive solution possible. Solomon 
(1972) also stated that emotienal stability is dependent on 
the family's attitude toward their surname. A positive 
correlation existed between emotional stability and a good 
family identity. A strong family structure is protection 
against the introduction of drugs (Rosenthal & Mathner, 
1972) I 
The "good" family is selectiYe in its value system 
and selects friends of the family and for their children 
based en the similarity of their values (Zimmerman & Cer-
vantes, 1960). Three main objectives for a healthy family 
ares (a) keeping the parents together, (b) rearing the 
children properly, and (c) giTing the children accepted 
goals in life (Zimmerman & Cervantes, 1960). Brieklin and 
Bricklin (1970, P• vii) defined a strong family as organ-
ized, not chaotic, where each member knows and respects 
each ether and maintains a feeling of emotional together-
ness. It is more than mutual concerns it is an awareness 
and appreciation for the uni~ueness of the family. The 
family is more than the members total s·trengths and is a 
source of strength fer all its members. 
Zimmerman (1972) proposed a suggested outline for a 
research project dealing with "idealw or wgood" families. 
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Young (1953) described strong families in relation to soci-
ety and stated that adaptability is the most important need 
of the family. Hill (1970) researched the success or fail-
ure of families in structuring and controlling the future. 
Kinter and Otto (1964, p. 363) found family strengths in 
foster family selection resulting in 16 categories, the 
/top six being: (a) doing things together, (b) understand-
ing and consideration, (c) love, (d) religion, (e) child-
rearing practices, and (f) cooperative attitude. Qualities 
of a saccessful family, researched by Mudd, Mitchell, and 
Taubin (1965) were in descending order: (a) feeling and 
expression of love, (b) understanding and respect, ( c) 
effective communication of thought, feelings, and actions, 
and (d) to know how to listen to each other considerately. 
Otto (1962, p. 78) conducted a research study with 27 
families with the Family Strength Questionnaire and asked 
the open-ended item, "The following are what we consider to 
be major strengths in our family." Of the 147 total 
strengths listed categories were established (Otto, 1963, 
PP• 333-336). This study is the basis for a framework of 
I 
12 components of family strengths: 
1. The ability to provide for the physical, 
emotional, and spiritual needs of a family. 
2. The ability to be sensitive in the needs of 
the family members. 
3. The ability to communicate effectively. 
4. The ability to provide support, security, 
and encouragement. 
6. 
The ability to initiate and maintain growth-
producing relationships and experiences with-
in and without the family. 
The capacity to maintain and create oen-
struotiye and responsible commll!lity rela-
tionships in the neighberhoed, the school, 
town, etc. 
The ability to grow with and through child-
ren. 
8. The ability for self-help, and the ability 
to accept help when appropriate. 
9. An ability to perform family functions and 
ra>les flexibly. 
10. Mutual respect for the individuality of 
family members. 
11. The ability to use a crisis or a seemingly 
injurious experience as a means ef growth. 
12. A 00neern fer family unity, loyalty, and 
inter.family cooperation. 
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These components are interacting, related, and when taken 
as a whele result in family strength. They are e@nstantly 
changing aspects within the family system. 
A streng, healthy family ade~uately perferms these 
seven functionss 
(1) the family has an affeetional function, the 
intimate b~siness ef love making and child care 
that fulfills deep psyeholegioal and biological 
needs, (2) the family has the basic bi0logieal 
1 fmction of repredaotion, ( 3) the family trans-
mits our heritage of cultare, Yalues, and know-
ledge to the next generation, (4) the family 
preyides physical seourity and protection for 
its •embers, (5) the family develops socially 
desirable character traits among its members, 
(6) the family prepares children for maturity 
and adult life, and (7) the family develops 
sound relationships between the members of the 
family and members of the outside community 
(Blackburn, 1967, P• 35). 
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The strength of the family depends on its inner strengths 
(spiritual, emotional, and mature love relationships), and 
the strengths and health of surreunding institutions 
(church, schoel, value systems, and services for those in 
crises) (Blackburn, 1967, P• 36). 
After many years experience and research in family 
strength, Otte (1975, p. 16) defined family strengths ass 
••• those forces, and dynamic factors in the re-
lationship matrix which encourages the develop-
ment of the personal reseurces and potential of 
members of the family and which make family life 
deeply satisfying and fulfilling to family members. 
The average, healthy indiTidual operates at 15 to 20 
percent of his potential (Otto, 1964, P• 440). Otto (1964, 
p. 441) stated that integration and actualization ef one's 
potential comes1 
••• only when the major and conscious life focus 
of the in•ividual is directed toward translating 
his potential into actien. This means that every 
possible conscious (and unconscious) effort is 
bent in this direction, and that the basic life 
pattern is ene •f consistently seeking experiences 
and dee~ interpersonal relationships, with the 
consoieus aim of searching out and actualizing 
potentialities. 
The key to working with families and achieTing change, ac-
cording to Otto (1975) is to work with the family's 
strengths rather than weaknesses. Family therapy helps 
each member to understand how he werks within the family 
structure, what role be plays, and h«:JW l;le can change it. 
Th~ee effeetiTe ways to use family strengths are1 
first, listing the strengths you see in yeur family (this 
is a project inTolTing all family members)s secondly, 
developing aetion pregrams where these strengths are put 
int• practiea creativelys and third, utilizing "strength 
. -
bombardment• an4 the •target person• (Otto, 1967, PP• 6, 
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40, 41). Reprodaetion af part ef the "Family Strength 
Inquiry• lists 16 strength areas and includes two possible 
strength items for developing programs in each area (Otto, 
1966, pp. 24-27). It was designed to develop further 
str~ngths and help formulate action pregrams. The Multiple 
Strength Pereepti•n Method (MSPM) is a group strengthening 
method utili~ing the target person and strength bombardment. 
Three valuable concepts can be drawn from the usage of the 
MSPM1 (1) in a shert time the individual is able t& develop 
increased sensiti"f'ity of strengths, resources, and poten-
tials in others, (2) this sensitivity increased and improved 
professional fmctioning, and ( J) res.ul ts of strengthening 
and enhancing one's self-image (Otto, 1964, PP• 445-446). 
Family growth groups strengthen families in three 
unique ways1 (1) the whele family is involved as a unit 
together, (2) the greup provides a supportive and intimate 
network e~ other families, and (J) the grQup facilitates 
family change and growth through development of family 
petentials and resources (Anderson, 1974, PP• 7-8)• 
Realizing the multitude of growth producing possibili-
ties available te faailies the Hmn.an Potentials Movement 
was feunded, Otto (1969, P• 17) describes the four hypoth-
eses ef t~is m•"f'e•enta 
(1) that the average healthy person functions at 
a fraction of his capacity, (2) that man's most 
exciting life-long adventure is actualizing his 
potential, (J) that the group environment is one 
of the best settings in which to achieve growth, 
and (4) that personality growth can be achieved 
by anyone willing to invest himself in this pro-
cess. 
Marital Success 
Levinger (1965) developed a theory of marital cohe-
siveness. He believed affectional rewards, barrier 
strength, and .alternative attractions related to marital 
stability. 
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Cuber and Harroff (1963) stated a stable marriage may 
or may not have happy or satisfying relationships. Unsat-
isfactory stable marriages are due to lack of acceptable 
and attractive alternatives. Spouses have settled for 
permanence over happinesss while instrumental needs were 
met, intrinsic needs were not. Levinger (1966) studied 
divorced persons and feund middle class spouses concerned 
with psychological and emotional supports while lower class 
spGuses reported financial matters and unstable physical . 
conduct of their spouse. Here, too, spoqses were primarily 
concerned with instrumental needs being met and then psy-
chelogieal needs. 
Reeearch studies (Zimmerman & Cervantes, 1960r 
Crockett, Babchuk, & Ballweg, 1969r Bowman, 1974) showed 
marriage happiness and stability significantly higher among 
families with a high degree of religious orientation. 
I 
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Luckey (1960a, 1960b, 1960c) and Stuckert. (1963) found mar-
ital satisfaction related to the husband's self concept and 
that concept his spouse held of him. And for the wife, it 
was found to not be important to marital happiness, for her 
husband to accurately perceive his wite•s self concept. 
Hurvitz (1965) stated there was a significant relationship 
between marital satisfaction and the degree to which wives 
conform to their husband's expectations. Men do not conform 
as much as women do in the marital relationship. 
Katz, Goldstein, Cohen, and Stuckert (1963) estab-
lished a positive relationship between marital happiness 
and the favorableness of the husband's self-description. 
,The higher the husband's social status, the greater the 
wife's marital relationship satisfaction. Whitehurst (1968) 
reported a positi·ve relationship between a high· degree of 
marital adjustment, and cenventional life stNles and a 
high degree of involvement in family activities. Persons 
with low incomes and little education, and black persons 
are more likely to become unhappy in their marriages 
(Renee, 1970), Association between m41rital satisfaction 
and socio-economic status is greater for blacks than for 
whites (Blood & Wolfe, 19601 Gurin, Veroff, & Feld, 19601 
Levinger, 1966), 
Researchers fowid a lesser degree of marital adjust-
ment when the wife worked outside the home (Axelson, 196Js 
Hicks & Platt, 1970), Orden and Bradburn (1969) reported 
a lower degree of marital happiness when the wife is not 
14 
given a choiee and is working out of necessity than when 
she chose to work. Ridley (1973) indicated when either 
spouse becomes highly involved in a job, there is an ad-
verse effect on their marriage. A positive significant 
relationship existed for men· b~t•een their job satisfaction 
and marital happiness. 
Navran (1967, P• 182) reported happily married 
couples: 
(a) talked more to each other, (b) convey the 
feelings that they understand what is being said 
to them, (o) have a wider range of subjects 
available to them, (d) preserve communication 
channels and keep them open, (e) show more 
sensitivity to each other's feelings, (f) per-
sonalize their language symbols, and (g) make 
more use of supplementary nonverbal techniques 
of communication. 
Parent-Child Relationships 
Renee (1970) noted parents rearing children were more 
dissatisfied with their marriages than couples who had never 
had children or .whose children were no longer living in 
their home. Hurley and Polonen (1967) found the greater 
the ratio of children per years of marriage, the lower the 
marital satisfaction of the spouse. Luckey (1966) stated 
the relationships between the number of children and the 
degree of marital satisfaction was not significant. 
Luckey and Bain (1970) found children to be reported as the 
main and usually the only source of satisfaction for unhap-
pily married couples. 
After examining the pattern of role modeling among 
15 
teenagers, Elder (1963) stated democratic parents behaviors 
are m~re likely to be modeled by their teenagers than au-
thoritarian Gr permissive parents. Parents supportiveness 
influenced adolescents' degree er religiosity more than 
/ 
parental eontrol (Wiegert, 1968). Adult-oriented children 
received greater support from both parents than peer-ori-
ented children (Cendry & Siman, 1974). Children who grew 
to be peer-oriented also conformed to undesirable peer sub-
cultures and had ex.perieneed parental rejection and neglect. 
In research of high-achieving and under-achieving high 
school boys, Morrow and Wilson (1961) discovered that par-
ents ef high-achiever.a shared family recreation, eonfi-
dances, and ideas, and were more approving, trusting, af-
fectionate, and encouraging to their sons than parents of 
under-achievers, Extroverted college students, reported by 
Siegelman (1965), remembered their parents as la~ing and 
experienced low levels of anxiety, whereas, introverts 
recalled rejection and experienced high levels of anxiety. 
Juvenile delinquency relates to an ineffective or 
missing mother and a lack of security for children. Harris 
(1973) stated delinqaenoy could be predicted with 84 per-
cent accuracy at six years of age. Predictive factors 
were (a) inconsistent discipline of the child, (b) lack of 
parental supervision, and (c) lack of family cohesiveness 
and affection. The quality of parenting, rather than the 
absence or presence of the parents in the home was reported 
to be of greater importance for adolescent boys (Ahlstrom & 
16 
Havighurst, 1971). 
Mete (1967) and Ahlstrem and Havighurst (1971) ob-
served. parental satisfaction associated with the child's 
self cenoept. Chailkin and Frank (1973} found successful 
families' self-other perceptions related to good child 
adjustment. Tracey (1971) also noted improved parent-child 
relationships influenced abilities to meet and deal with 
stress from other relationships. 
Swnmary 
The review of literature regarding family strengths 
and relationships suggests the followings 
1. The health and success of family units are vital 
not only to s•pporting the individual, but also 
society. 
2. While mest peGple consider a satisfying family 
life as an important life goal, few guidelines are 
available to reach this goal. 
3. Identification of family strengths can further 
develop good families as well as help those in 
trouble, and make possible practical application. 
4. Marital happiness and stability is higher among 
families with high degrees of religiosity. 
5. Other affective needs such as love, understanding, 
respect, participation in family activities, and 
friendships are prominent qualities of a strong 
family. 
6. Marital satisfaction is based on both affective 
and instrumental needs. 
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7. Women who werk part time, rather than full time, 
or who remain at home have a higher degree of 
marital satisfaction. 
8. Marital adjustment appears to be adYersely 
affected by a high degree of jab involvement. 
9• Happily married couples have better communication 
patterns and show more sensitivity to one an-
other's feelings than do unhappily married -
couples. 
10. Parent-child relationships show a positive cor-
relation between warmth and acceptance by parents 
and the development of emotional, social, and 
intellectual growth of their children. 
CHAPrER III 
PROCEDURE 
Selection of Subjects 
The 123 families of this study were obtained from a 
master list of J11 strong families. The master list was 
provided through reoommendations of Extension Home Econo-
mists in each of Oklahoma's 77 counties and was used in the 
larger Family Strengths Questiennaire (Sauer, 1976). The 
eover letter explaining this further research and assuring 
anonymity was sent to each of the 311 families. One ques-
tionnaire was sent to each family. The data were returned 
during the months of September and October, 1975. 
Selection of the strong families was based upon two 
criteria. One was the recommendation ~f Extension Home 
Economists, each of whom recommended two or more families 
in their county who they considered te be strong families. 
Guidelines for seleetien were• 
1. The family members appear to have a high degree 
of happiness in the husband-wife and parent-child 
relatienship. 
2. The family members appear to fulfill each others 
needs to a high degree. 
· J. The family is intact with both parents present 
in the home. 
18 
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4. The family must have at least one school age child, 
21 years or younger living at hame. 
The second criteria was that the respondents had to rate 
themselves as having a high degree of satisfaction in the 
marital and parent-~hild relationship. 
The Instrument 
The questionnaire used in the previous larger study 
was designed by Dr. Nick Stinnett, Associate Professor, 
Family Ralat-ions and Child Development, Oklahoma State 
UniYersity. Previously the respondents had completed the 
larger Family Strength Questionnaire dealing with specific 
a.spects of the husband-wife and parent-child relationships 
(Sauer, 19?6). The follow up quesionnaire used in the 
present study was designed by the investigator for an in-
depth probe into what the strong families considered to be 
their strengths. The questionnaire used in this study 
included three epen-ended questions• 
.,,,, _ _, ,- ·"•": ,,.,.--~:"'·-~·:·-;.··.1'1,.,\ ,.,, -_,,,;·_.\>••,,_ ....... ,.,_;·,-__ •<'•,',:-·.··- ' 
1.· What do yoti consider to be the most important 
strengths Gf your family'? 
2. What does your family do that you feel serves 
to make your family strong? 
J. What area of your family life would you most 
like to see improved? 
The questionnaire was presented to a panel of four 
judges (who were familiar with the questionnaire used in 
the larger family strength research project) all of whom 
held advanced degrees in the area of family relations. They 
were asked to evaluate the questions with respect to the 
follewing criteriaa 
1. Does the question possess sufficient clarity? 
2. Is the question sufficiently specific? 
3. Is the question significantly related to the 
concept under investigation? 
4. Are there other items that need to be included 
te measure the concepts under investigation? 
The responses of the jadges were 100 percent positive. 
Analysis of the Data 
Frequencies and percentages were used in analyzing 
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the respondent's perceptions ofa (1) what they consider to 
be their most important family strengths, (2) what their 
family does which ·serves to make their family strong, and 
(J) what area of their family life they would like to see 
improved. The frequencies and percentages were also used 
to determine if there was a marked difference in each of 
these first two perceptions listed above according toa (a) 
race, (b) socio-economic status, (c) size of community re-
spendent lives in, (d) number of years married, (e) employ-
ment status of wives, (f) number of children, and (g) re-
ligion. 
Categories were developed for the open-ended questions 
by the investigator f~om the subjects' respenses. Two other 
persons, experienced with family strengths research projects 
(one a family life specialist and experienced researcher) 
reviewed the process of categorization. Answers which had 
common underlying experiences were classified in the same 
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category. See Appendix for examples of how responses were 
categorized. 
CHAP!'ER IV 
RESULTS 
Description of Subjects 
'fhe demographic data of the 123 families who responded 
to this study are detailed in Table I. The sample was pre-
dominately Pretestant (83.74") and White (87.81%). Catego-
rized by the modified M,oGttire-Whi te Index of Social Status 
(1955). the sample drew from the upper-middle (4J.90%) and 
lower-middle (35.77~) socio-economic classes. Respondents 
liTed primarily in faras or oowitr.y (57.72%) and small 
towns under 2.5,900 population (30.08%). 
Subjects were married from five to over 35 years, with 
a majority being married from 15 to 24 years (53.66%). Most 
families represented had 2 to 4 children (77.24%). 
Analyses of Perceptions 
Frequencies and percentages were utilized to determine. 
the perceptions of members of strong families concernings 
(1) what they consider to be the most important strengths of 
their family, (2) what their family does which serves to 
make their family strong, and (3) what area of their family 
life they would like to see improved. 
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TABLE I 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SUBJECTS 
Variable Classification No. 
Race White 108 
Black. 8 
Indian 6 
Other (one spouse White; 
other spouse 
Mexican) 1 
Religion Catholic 17 
Protestant 10.3 
No Religion 
.3 
Wife's Employment None outside home 79 
Employed outside home 44 
Socio-Economic 
Class Upper 
.3 
Upper-middle 54 
Lower-middle 44 
Upper-lower 20 
Lower-lower 2 
Place of Residence On a farm or in country 71 
Small town under 25,000 
.37 
City 25,000 to 50,000 6 
City 50,000 to 100,000 5 
City over 100,000 2 
Years Married 5-9 {ears 12 
10-1 years 14 
15-19 years JO 
20-24 years .36 
25-29 years 16 )O-J4 years 6 
OTer .35 years 7 
Number of Children 1 child 
.3 2 ch ildr.e,n 42 
J-4 children 53 
5-6 children 16 
ever 6 children 7 
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Per Cent 
87,81 
6.50 
4.88 
0.81 
13.82 
83.74 
2.44 
64.2.3 
35·77 
2.44 
43.90 
35-77 
16.26 
1.63 
57.72 
J0,08 
4.88 
4,07 
1.63 
9,76 
11.38 
24 • .39 
29.27 
13. 01 
4.88 
5.69 
2.44 
J4.15 
4).09 
13.01 
5,69 
Perceptions of Strong Families Concerning 
Their Most Important Strengths 
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As Table II indicates, the respondents most often re-
ported the major strengths of their family to be those cate-
gorized as religious convictions and activities (22.01%), 
mutual love (13.59%), mutual respect and understanding 
(11.65%), and communication and problem solving (9.71%). 
Other responses were categorized as doing things together 
and being together (B.41%), and family supportiveness and 
identity (7.44%). 
TABLE II 
PERCEPTIONS OF STRONG FAMILIES CONCERNING 
THEIR MOST IMPORTANT STRENGTHS 
Categories of Most Important 
Strengths 
Religious convictions and activities 
Mutual love 
Mutual respect and understanding 
Communication and problem solving 
Doing things together and 
being together 
Family supportiveness and identity 
Mutual trust and honesty 
Children 
Similar interests, attitudes, and 
beliefs 
Parent's encouragement and support 
of child's socially appropriate 
behavior 
Working together 
Other 
No. 
68 
42 
36 
JO 
26 
2J 
18 
14 
13 
12 
11 
16 
Per Cent 
22.01 
13.59 
11.65 
9.71 
8.41 
7.44 
5.83 
4.53 
4.21 
J.88 
J.56 
5.18 
Perceptions Concerning Activities Which 
Contribute to Family Strengths 
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As seen in Table III, the most frequently given re-
sponse was categorized as the qllality of being together and 
deing things together (16.75%). The next most frequently 
given responses were participation in athletic activities 
(13.92%), participation in church activities (13.92%), and 
inyolvement in children's activities (12.1i%). The least 
frequently given response was going out.!.! a couple (1.03%). 
TABLE III 
PERCEPrIONS CONCERNING ACTIVITIES WHICH 
CONTRIBUTE TO FAMILY STRENGTHS 
Categories of Activities No. 
Being together and doing things 
together 65 
Participation in athletic activities 54 
Participation in church activities 54 
Involvement in children's aotiYities 47 
Visiting others and going places 39 
Family vacations, trips 32 
Camping, fishing, boating 25 
Working together 25 
Play parlor games 16 
Family nights and projects 11 
Going out as a couple 4 
Other 16 
Per Cent 
16.75 
13.92 
13.92 
12.11 
10.05 
s.25 
6.44 
6.44 
4.12 
2.84 
1.03 
4.12 
Perceptions Concerning Areas of Family Life 
Respondents Would Most Like to Improve 
26 
A majority of responses in Table IV were distributed 
in four categories. These four most frequently mentioned 
responses in descending order were to limit activities and 
.!.!.! priorities (24.J~), .satisfied (unaware of need.~ 
improvement) (15.79%), to h!.!! .!!!!,! time to spend together 
(15.16%), and_~· deeper spiritual life style (9.87%). 
TABLE IV 
PERCEP!'IONS CONCERNING AREAS OF FAMILY LIFE 
RESPONDENTS WOULD MOST LIKE TO IMPROVE 
Categories of Areas te Be Improved No. 
To limit activities and set priorities J7 
Satisfied (unaware of need for 
improvement) 24 
To have more time to spend together 20 
A deeper spiritual life style 15 
Stronger parent-child relationships lJ 
Children behave properly 9 
Better financial management 6 
Understanding and consideration 6 
Better communication 5 
Parents to be alene together J 
Other 14 
Per Cent 
24.)4 
15.79 
15.16 
. 9.87 
a.55 
5.92 
J.95 
J.95 
3 •. 29 
1.97 
9.21 
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Examination of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis I. There is no marked difference in perceptions 
of husbands and wives of strong families concerning what 
are the most important strengths of their family according 
to1 (a) race, (b) socio-economic status, (c) size of com-
munity respondent lives in, (d) number of years married, 
(e) employment status of wives, (f) number of children, and 
(g) religion, 
Hypothesis I(a)r There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their family 
according to race. 
A larger proportion of Indian (27.78%) than White 
(12.27%) or Black (20.00%) responded with mutual love as 
observed in Table v. Twice as many White (10.41%) than 
Indian (5.56%) or Black: (5.00%) respondents indicated .£2!!!.:: 
munication and. problem solving as a major strength. 
Almost twice as many Black (15.00%) as White (8,55%) stated 
doing things together and being together. Similar responses 
were given for religious convictions and activities and 
mutual respect and understanding. 
Hypothesis I(b)r There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their family 
according to socio-economic status. 
TABLE V 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MOST IMPORTANT 
FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO RACE 
Categories of Most White Black 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Doing things together and 
being together 23 a.55 3 15.00 
Religious convictions and 
activities 61 22.68 4 20.00 
Mutual love 33 12.27 4 20.00 
Communication and problem 
solving 28 10.41 1 5.00 
Mutual respect and 
understanding 31 11.52 2 10.00 
Similar interests, attitudes, 
and beliefs 11 4.09 1 5.00 
Family supportiveness and 
identity 20 7.43 1 5.00 
Parent's encouragement and 
support of child's 
socially appropriate 
behavior 11 4.09 1 5.00 
Indian 
No~ Per Cent 
3 16.67 
5 27.78 
1 5.56 
3 16.67 
1 5.56 
1 5.56 
- --
l\) 
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TABLE V (Continued) 
Categories of Most White 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent 
Mutual trust and honesty 17 6.32 
Children 13 4.83 
Working together 8 2.97 
Other 13 4.8) 
Black 
No. Per Cent 
- --
1 5.00 
1 5.00 
1 5.00 
No. 
1 
1 
2 
Indian 
Per Cent 
5.56 
5.56 
11.11 
N 
'° 
JO 
Doing things together and being together was reported 
almost twice as often by upper-lower class (12.77%) as by 
lower-middle (6.67%) or upper-middle class respondents 
(7.64%). Table VI indicates that the lower-middle class 
responded more often with mutual respect and understanding 
than upper-lower or upper-middle class respondents. More 
upper-middle class respondents stated similar interests, 
attitudes and beliefs (5.56%) were their important strength 
than either lower-middle (1.90%) or upper-lower (2.1J%). 
Hypothesis I(c)a There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their family 
according to size of community respondent lives in. 
As seen in Table VII a greater proportion of respon-
dents living in cities from 25,000 to 100,000 population 
(lJ.79%) and farm or country (10.50%) than those respon-
dents who were living in small towns under 25,000 (J.J3%) 
reported their main family strength as doing things togeth-
~ and being together. More than twice as many respondents 
from farm or country (24.J1%) and small towns (21.11%) than 
those in cities over 25,000 (10.J4%) st,ated religious .£2.!!.:: 
victions and activities were their main strength. Also a 
much greater proportion of respondents living in small 
towns (10.00%) than those living in farm or country (2.21%) 
and cities of 25,000 to 100,000 (0%) reported similar 
interests, attitudes, and beliefs as their main family 
strength. 
TABLE YI 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MOST IMPORTANT FAMILY 
STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS* 
Categories of Most Upper-Middle Lower- Middle Upper-Lower 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. -Per Cent 
Doing things together and 
7.64 being together 11 7 6.67 6 12.77 
Religious eonvietions and 
activities 36 25.00 23 21.90 8 17.02 
Mutual love 15 10.42 18 17.14 7 14.89 
Communication and problem 
solving 13 9.03 8 7.62 8 17.02 
Mutual respect and under-
16.19 standing 13 9.03 17 4 8.51 
Similar interests, attitudes, 
and identity 8 5.56 2 1.90 1 2.13 
Family supportiveness and 
4.76 4.26 identity 15 10.42 5 2 
Parent's encouragement and 
support of child~s 
socially appropriate 
4.86 behavior 7 4 3.81 1 2.13 \..J ..... 
TABLE VI (Continued) 
Categories of Most Upper-Middle Lower-Middle Upper-Lower 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Mutual trust and honesty 6 4.17 7 6.67 4 8.51 
Children 4 2.78 7 6.67 2 4.26 
Working together 6 4.17 2 1.90 3 6.38 
Other 10 6.94 .5 4.76 1 2.13 
*The upper and lower-lower classes of socio-economic status were deleted due to too few 
responses. 
w 
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TABLE VII 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MOST IMPORTANT FAMILY STRENGTHS 
ACCORDING TO SIZE OF COMMUNITY RESPONDENT LIVES IN* 
Small Town 25,000 to 100,000 
Categories of Most Farm or Country Under 25,000 Population 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Doing things together 
and being together 19 10.50 3 3.33 4 13.79 
Religious convictions 
and activities 44 24.31 19 21.11 3 10.34 
Mutual love 23 12.71 12 13.33 6 20.69 
Communication and 
problem solving 16 8.84 9 10.00 4 13.79 
Mutual respect and 
understanding 21 11.60 8 8.89 6 20.69 
Similar interests, attitudes, 
and beliefs 4 2.21 9 10.00 
Family supportiveness and 
identity 14 7.73 7, 7.78 1 J.45 
VJ 
VJ 
TABLE VII (Continued) 
Small Town 25,000 to 100,006 
Categories of Most Farm or Country Und~r 25,000 Population 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Parent's encouragement and 
support of child's 
socially appropriate 
behavior 7 J.87 4 4.44 
Mutual trust and honesty 12 6.67 6 6.67 
Children 6 J.31 5 5.56 J 10.34 
Working together 8 4.42 1 1.11 1 J.45 
Other 7 3.87 7 7.78 1 3.45 
*The category city over 100,000 population was deleted due to too few responses and 
cities of 25,000 to 50,000 and 50,000 to 100,000 were collapsed. 
\.A) 
.{:::" 
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Hypothesis I(d)1 There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their family 
according to number ef years married. 
Communication and problem solving was reported more 
than twice as often in Table VIII by spouses married from 
10 to 14 years (22.86%) than by respondents married 15 to 
19 years (10.96%) and 20 to 24 years (9.68%); approximately 
three times more often than by respondents married JO years 
and over (6.67%); five times as often as those in the 
category 25 to 29 years (4.76%)1 seven times as often as 
those in the 5 to 9 years category (J.13%). Children was 
reported by couples married 25 to 29 years (11.90%) at 
least twice as often as other groups - 10 to 14 years 
(5.71%), 20 to 24 years (4.JO%), 30 years and over (31133%), 
and 15 to 19 years (2.74%). 
Hypothesis I(e)s There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their family 
according to employment status of wives. 
Wives employed outside the home ( 12·. 71%) stated over 
twice as often doing things together and being together as 
a major strength than did wives at home (5.76%). Table IX 
also illustrates children were reported as the major 
strength by employed women (7.63%) almost three times as 
often as indicated by women at home (2.62%). 
Categories of Most Important 
Strengths 
---
Doing things together 
and being together 
Religious convictions 
and activities-
Mutual love 
Communication and 
problem solving 
Mutual respect and 
understanding 
Similar interests, 
attitudes, and beliefs 
Family supportiveness 
and identity 
Parent's encouragement 
and support of child's 
socially appropriate 
behavior 
Mutual trust and honesty 
Children 
Working together 
Other 
TABLE VIII 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MOST IMPORTANT FAMILY 
STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF YEARS MARRIED* 
5-9 years 10-14 years 15-19 years 20-24 years 
No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
4 12.50 3 8.57 7 9.59 7 7.53 
5 15.62 5 14.29 22 30.14 17 18. 28 
6 18.75 4 11. 43 7 9.59 14 15.05 
1 3.13 8 22.86 8 10.96 9 9.68 
4 12.50 4 11. 43 5 6.85 14 15.05 
3 9.38 1 2.86 1 1. 37 5 5.38 
3 9.38 3 8.57 6 8.22 7 7.53 
1 3.13 2 5.71 5 6.85 2 2 .15 
1 3.13 - -- 4 5.48 9 9.68 
- -- 2 5. 71 2 2.74 4 4.30 
1 3 .13 2 5.71 3 4.11 2 2.15 
3 9.38 1 2.86 3 4.11 3 3.22 
25-29 years 30 years and over 
No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
3 7.14 2 6.67 
12 28.57 6 20.00 
4 9 .. 52 7 23.33 
2 4.76 2 6.67 
4 9.52 4 13.33 
2 4.76 l 3.33 
2 4.76 2 6.67 
1 2.38 1 3.33 
2 4.76 2 6.67 
5 11. 90 1 3.33 
1 2.38 l 3.33 
4 9.52 1 3.33 
*There were no respondents married less than five years; categories for 30-34 years and over 35 years were collasped. 
\_,J 
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TABLE IX 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPI'IONS CONCERNING MOST IMPORTANT FAMILY 
STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF WIVES 
Categories of Most Unemployed Wives Employed Wives 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Doing things together and being 
together 11 5.76 15 12.71 
Religious convictions and activities 42 21.99 26 22.03 
Mutual love 28 14.66 14 11.86 
Communication and problem solving 21 10.99 9 7.63 
Mutual respect and understanding 25 13.09 11 9.32 
Similar interests, attitudes and beliefs 9 4.71 4 3.39 
Family supportiveness and identity 14 7.33 9 7.63 
Parent's encouragement and support 
of child's socially appropriate 
behavior 7 3.66 5 4.24 
Mutual trust and honesty 12 6.28 6 5.08 
Children 5 2.62 9 7.63 
Working together 7 3.66 4 3.39 
Other 10 5.24 6 5.08 
\....) 
--:> 
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Hypothesis I(f): There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their family 
according to number of children. 
Examination of this hypothesis in Table X revealed 
some interesting differences existed. Approximately twice 
as many of those respondents who had 5 or more children 
reported family supportiveness and identity as their major 
family' strength. Also a greater proportion of those with 1 
to 2 children (6.42%) than those with J to 4 children 
(J.6J%) and 5 or more children (1.72%) indicated similar 
interests, attitudes, and beliefs as their major family 
strength. Those with 5 or more children reported communi-
cation and problem solving as their major family strength 
only half as often as did those respondents with 1 to 2 
children and those with J to 4 children. 
Hypothesis I(g)r There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what are the most important strengths of their family 
according to their religion. 
The greatest differences which were found to exist in 
Table XI were in mutual love and working together. Over 
three times as many Protestants (14,62%) as Catholics 
(4,88%) ~tated mutual love as their major family strength. 
Over twice as many of the responses by Catholics than those 
by Prote~tants indicated working tqgether as their major 
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strength. Another interesting difference was that approxi-
mately twice as many responses by Catholics as by Protes-
tants reported f~mily supportiveness and identity as their 
major strength. 
TABLE X 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MOST IMPORTANT 
FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
Categories of Most 1-2 children 3-4 children 5 or more children 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Doing things together and 
8.26 8.62 being together 9 12 8.70 5 
Religious convictions and 
activities 23 21.10 31 22.46 13 22.41 
Mutual love 15 13.76 20 14.49 7 12.07 
Communication and problem 
solving 11 10.09 16 11.59 3 5.17 
Mutual respect and 
understanding 8 7.34 19 13.77 8 13.79 
Similar interests, attitudes, 
and beliefs 7 6.42 5 3.62 1 1.72 
Family supportiveness and 
identity 8 7.34 8 5.Bo 7 12.07 
Parent's encouragement and 
support of child's 
socially appropriate 
behavior 5 4.59 5 3.62 2 3.45 +.-0 
TABLE X (Continued) 
Categories of Most 1-2 children 3-4 children 
Important Strengths No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Mutual trust and honesty 7 6.42 8 5.80 
Children 6 5.50 4 2.90 
Working together 3 2.75 4 2.90 
Other 7 6.42 6 4.35 
5 or more children 
No. Per Cent 
3 5.17 
4 6.90 
3 5.17 
2 3.45 
+:" 
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TABLE XI 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING MOST IMPORTANT 
FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO RELIGION* 
Categories of Most 
Important Strengths 
Doing things together and being together 
Religious convictions and activities 
Mutual love 
Communication and problem solving 
Mutual respect and understanding 
Similar interests, attitudes, and beliefs 
Family supportiveness and identity 
Parent's encouragement and support of 
child's socially appropriate behavior 
Mutual trust and honesty 
Children 
Working together 
Other 
Catholic 
No., Per Cent 
4 
12 
2 
4 
4 
1 
5 
1 
2 
1 
3 
2 
9.76 
29.27 
4.88 
9.76 
9.76 
2.44 
12.20 
2.44 
4.88 
2.44 
7.32 
4.88 
*The category no religion was deleted due to too few respondents. 
Protestant 
No. Per Cent 
22 
56 
38' 
25 
30 
12 
18 
11 
14 
12 
8 
14 
8.46 
21.54 
14.62 
9.62 
11.54 
4.62 
6.92 
4.23 
5.38 
4.62 
3.08 
5.38 
~ 
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Hypothesis II. There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their family does which serves to make them strong 
according to1 (a) race, (b) socio-economic status, (c) 
size of community respondent lives in, (d) number of years 
married, (e) employment status of wives, (f) number of 
children, and (g) religion. 
Hypothesis II(a)s There is no markedJiifference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their family does which serves to make them strong 
according to race. 
A markedly higher proportion of Blacks (21.05%) than 
Indians (10.53%) or Whites (1J.79%) responded with partici-
pation in church activities. As indicated in Table XII 
more Indian (10.53%) than Black (5.26%) or White respon-
dents (J.74%) stated they .E1:!.l parlor games. More Whites 
(10.J4%) and Indians (10.53%) than Blacks (5.26%) reported 
visiting others and going places. 
TABLE XII 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING WHAT ACTIVITIES 
CONTRIBUTE TO FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO RACE 
White Black 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Involvement in children's 
activities 44 12.64 
- --
Participation in athletic 
activities 48 13.79 4 21.05 
Camping, fishing, boating 23 6.61 1 5.26 
Participation in church 
activities 48 13.79 4 21.05 
Family vacations, trips 31 8.91 - --
Being together and doing 
16.09 things together 56 5 26.32 
Play parlor games 13 3.74 1 5.26 
Visiting others and going places 36 10.34 1 5.26 
Working together 23 6.61 - --
Going out as a couple 4 1.15 
Family nights and projects 9 2o59 2 10.53 
Other 13 3.74 1 5.26 
Indian 
No. Per Cent · 
3 15.79 
2 10.53 
1 5.26 
2 10. 53 
1 5.26 
4 21.05 
2 10.53 
2 10. 53 
1 5o26 
1 5.26 
.(::"" 
.(::"" 
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Hypothesis II{b)1 There is no marked diff~rence in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their family does which serves to make them strong 
according to socio-economic status. 
Involvement_!!! children's activities was reported 
about half as often by upper-lower class {6.78%) as com-
pared to upper-middle class {12.J6%) and lower-middle class 
{12.50%). Upper-middle class respondents {9.55%) responded 
that working together strengthened their families about. 
three times as often as did lower-middle {J.68%) and upper-
lower {J.39%) respondents. 
Hypothesis II{c)s There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their family does which serves to make them strong 
according to size of community respondent lives in. 
As seen in Table XIV similarities in responses existed 
for respondents in farm and country, small towns under 
25,000 population, and cities of 25,000 to 100,000 popula-
tion. Farm and country respondents indicated markedly more 
often {8.62%) that working together was their main family 
strength as compared to respondents in small towns {J.60%) 
and cities of 25,000 to 100,000 populations {0%)~ 
TABLE XIII 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING WHAT ACTIVITIES CONTRIBUTE 
TO FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS* 
Upper-Middle Lower-Middle 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Involvement in children's 
activities 22 12.36 17 12.50 
Participation in athletic 
activities 21 11.80 21 15.44 
Camping, fishing, boating 9 5.06 9 6.62 
Participation in church 
activities 25 14.04 19 13.97 
Family vacations, trips 14 7.87 13 9.56 
Being together and doing 
things together JO 16.85 21 15.44 
Play parlor games 6 3.37 7 5.15 
Visiting others and going 
places 19 10.67 14 10.29 
Working together 17 9.55 5 3.68 
Upper-Lower 
No. Per Cent 
4 6.78 
9 15.25 
6 10.17 
6 10.17 
5 8.47 
13 22.03 
3 5.08 
5 8.47 
2 3.39 
+:-
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TABLE XIII (Continued) 
Upper-Middle Lower-Middle Upper-Lower 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Going out as a couple 1 0.56 1 0.74 2 3.39 
Family nights and projects 6 3.37 4 2.94 1 1.69 
Other 8 4.49 5 3.68 3 5.08 
*The upper and lower-lower classes of socio-economic status were deleted due to too few 
responses. 
~ 
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TABLE XIV 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPrIONS CONCERNING WHAT ACTIVITIES CONTRIBUTE TO FAMILY 
STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO SIZE OF COMMUNITY RESPONDENT LIVES IN* 
Small Town 25,000 to 100,000 
Farm or Country Under 25,000 Population 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Involvement in children's 
activities 31 13.36 11 9.91 3 8.82 
Participation in athletic 
activities 32 13.79 17 15.32 4 11.76 
Camping, fishing, boating 20 8.62 3 2.70 2 5.88 
Participation in church 
. . . \ . 29 12.50 act1v1t1es 19 17.12 5 14. 71 
Family vacations, trips 18 7.76 11 9.91 3 8.82 
Being together and doing 
things together 33 14.22 23 20.72 7 20.58 
Play parlor games 8 3.45 6 5.41 1 2.94 
Visiting others and going 
places 23 9.91 10 9. 01 5 14. 71 
Working together 20 8.62 4 3.60 
- --
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TABLE XIV (Continued) 
Small Town 25,000 to 100,000 
Farm or Country Under 25,000 Population 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
-
Going out as a couple 3 1.29 1 0.90 
Family nights and projects 7 3.02 1 0.90 2 5.88 
Other 8 3.45 5 4.50 2 5.88 
*City over 100,000 population was deleted due to too few responses; and cities over 
25,000 to 50,000 and 50,000 to 100,000 were collapsed. 
~ 
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Hypothesis II ( d): There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their famil;y does which serves to make their famil;y 
strong according to how long the;y have been married. 
Similar responses existed for the respondents married 
from 5 to over 30 years as stated in Table XV. Among the 
more outstanding differences were the responses in the 
category, ~ parlor games, where respondents who had been 
married 5 to 9 years (10.26%) reported this activity as 
strengthening their family at least approximately twice as 
often as did respondents who had been married for longer 
periods of time. Another difference observed was a greater 
proportion of respondents who had been married 15 to 19 
years (5.10%) and JO years and over (5.4~%) reported family 
nights and projects as an activity which strengthened their 
families. A logical difference was observed in the cate-
gory participation in athletic activities, where those 
respondents who had been married 30 years and over (5.41%) 
indicated this activity as strengthening their family life 
only about one-third as often as most of the other respon-
dents who had been married for less number of years. 
Categories of Activities 
Involvement in 
children's activities 
Participation in 
athletic activities 
Camping, fishing, 
boating 
Participation in 
church activities 
Family vacation, trips 
Being together· and 
doing things together 
Play parlor games 
Visiting others and 
going places 
Working together 
Going out as a couple 
Family nights and projects 
Other 
TABLE XV 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING WHAT ACTIVITIES CONTRIBUTE TO 
FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF YEARS MARRIED* 
5-9 years 10-14 years 15-19 years 20-24 years 25-29 years 
No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
3 7.69 5 12. 50 14 14.29 16 14.68 6 9.84 
4 10.26 6 15.00 15 15.31 18 16.51 9 14.75 
2 5 .13 3 7.50 6 6.12 10 9.17 3 4.92 
7 17.95 7 17.50 9 9.18 17 15.60 9 14.75 
2 5.13 4 10.00 8 8.16 6 5.50 9 14.75 
7 17.95 4 10.00 17 17.35 19 17.43 8 13.11 
4 10.26 2 5.00 4 4.08 2 1. 83 2 3.28 
5 12.82 3 7.50 12 12.24 9 8.26 5 8.20 
1 2.56 3 7.50 5 5.10 5 4.59. 6 9.84 
2 5.13 1 2.50 1 1. 02 
1 2.56 - -- 5 5. 10 2 1. 83 1 1. 64 
1 2.56 5 12. 50 2 2.04 5 4.59 3 4.92 
30 years and over 
No. Per Cent 
2 5.41 
2 5.41 
1 2.70 
5 13.51 
3 8.11 
9 24.32 
2 5.41 
5 13. 51 
4 10.81 
2 5.41 
2 5.41 
*There were no respondents married less than 5 years; categories for 30-34 years and over 35 years were collasped. 
V\ 
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Hypothesis II(e)s There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their family does which serves to make them strong 
according to employment status of wives. 
Table XVI illustrates that when this hypothesis was 
examined it was found that very l1ttle differences existed 
in perceptions of respondents concerning what their family 
does which serves to make them strong according to employ-
ment status of wives. 
Hypothesis II(f): There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their family does which serves to make them strong 
according to number of children. 
Very few differences existed in perceptions of respon-
dents concerning what their family does which serves to 
make them strong according to how many children they have. 
The biggest difference in Table XVII was found in visiting 
others .!.!!.!! going places, which was reported by a larger 
proportion of families with 1 to 2 children (14.58%) than 
3 to 4 children (?.27%) and 5 or more children (8.00%). 
TABLE XVI 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPrIONS CONCERNING WHAT ACTIVITIES CONTRIBUTE TO 
FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF WIVES 
Unemployed Wives Employed Wives 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Involveme.nt in children's activities JO 12.10 17 12.14 
Participation in athletic activites JO 12.10 24 17.14 
Camping, fishing, boating 15 6.05 10 7.14 
Partici~ation in church activities J5 14.11 19 1J.57 
Family vacations, trips 20 8. 06 12 8.57 
Being together and doings things 
together 42 16.94 2J 16.4J 
Play parlor games 11 4.44 5 J.57 
Visiting others and going places 23 9.27 16 11.43 
Working together 19 7,,66 6 4.29 
Going out as a couple 3 1.21 1 0.71 
Family nights and projects 8 3.2J J 2.14 
Other 12 4.84 4 2.86 
\J\ 
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'l'ABLE XVII 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING WHAT ACTIVITIES CONTRIBUTE 
TO FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
1-2 children 3-4 children 5 or more children 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Involvement in children's 
actlvities 15 10.42 21 12.73 10 13.33 
Participation in athletic 
activities 21 14.58 22 13.33 11 14.67 
Camping, fishing, boating 10 6.94 12 7.27 3 4.oo 
Participation in church activities 16 11.11 26 15.76 12 16.00 
Family vacations, trips 13 9.03 12 7.27 7 9.33 
Being together and doing things 
together 24 16.67 27 16.36 13 17.33 
Play parlor games 8 5.56 6 J.64 2 2.67 
Visiting others and going places 21 14.58 12 7o27 6 s.oo 
Working together 8 5. 56 12 7o27 4 5.33 
Going out as a couple 2 1.39 1 0.61 1 1.33 
Family nights and projects 2 1.39 6 3.64 3 4.oo 
Other 4 2.78 8 4.84 J 4.00 
-------------·----
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Hypothesis II(g)1 There is no marked difference in percep-
tions of husbands and wives of strong families concerning 
what their family does which serves to make them strong 
according to religion. 
As illustrated in Table XVIII Catholics and Protes-
tants were similar in the frequency they reported involve-
ment in children's activities, participation in athletic 
activities, and family vaoations, trips. A greater propor-
tion of Protestants (7.J2%) reported camping, fishing, 
boating than Catholics (1.61%). Over twice as many Protes-
tants (15.92%) than Catholics (6.45%) indicated participa-
tion in church activities contributing to their family 
strength. 
TABLE XVIII 
DIFFERENCES IN PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING WHAT ACTIVITIES CONTRIBUTE 
TO FAMILY STRENGTHS ACCORDING TO RELIGION 
Catholic Protestant 
Categories of Activities No. Per Cent No. Per Cent 
Involvement in children's activities 11 17.74 36 11.46 
Participation in athletic activities 8 12.90 44 14.01 
Camping, fishing, boating 1 1.61 23 7.32 
Participation in church activities 4 6.45 50 15.92 
Family vacations, trips 4 6.45 26 8.28 
Being together and doing things 
16.56 together 11 17.74 52 
Play parlor games 2 3.23 13 4.14 
Visiting others and going places 6 9.68 31 9.87 
Working together 6 9.68 18 5.73 
Going out as a couple 2 3.23 2 o.64 
Family nights and projects 3 4.84 7 2.23 
Other 4 6.45 12 3Q82 
\,J\ 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY 
The purpose of this study was to examine the percep-
t ions of strong families concerning what they considered 
their major strengths to be. This study included 123 
responding strong families from a master list of 311 who 
were representative of Oklahoma's 77 counties. These 
families were selected by their Extension Home Economist, 
met the qualifications of a strong family, and rated them-
selves high on marital happiness and satisfaction. They 
were predominately White, Protestant, middle class, lived 
in rural areas or small towns, had been married 15 to 24 
years, and had 2 to 4 children. The data were collected 
during the months of September and October, 1975• 
Frequencies and percentages were used to analyze the 
perceptions of these strong families concerning what they 
considered their most important family strengths to be, 
what activities serve to make them strong, and what areas 
of family life they would like to improve. Frequencies and 
percentages were also used to analyze the hypotheses. 
Results of this study were as follows: 
1. The five most frequently given responses concern-
ing the most important family strengths were: religious 
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convictions and activities, mutual love, mutual respect and 
understanding, communication and problem solving, and doing 
things together and being together. When analyzed accord-
ing to the category, size of community respondent lives in, 
those respondents from farm or country and small towns most 
frequently reported religious convictions and activities. 
Respondents from cities of 25,000 to 100,000 population 
most often reported doing things together and being togeth-
~ • mutual love, communication and problem solving, and 
mutual respect and understanding. When analyzed according 
to number of years married communication and problem solv-
ing was reported most frequently by respondents married 10 
to 14 years and children was reported most frequently by 
respondents married 25 to 29 years. Women employed outside 
the home reported doing things together and being together 
and children as being major family strengths two to three 
times as often as women at home. Families with 5 or more 
children reported family supportiveness and identity most 
frequently, while least mentioned was communication and 
problem solving. 
2. The five most frequently given responses concern-
ing what activities strengthen the family yielded these 
responses: being together and doing things together, par-
ticipation J:a athletic activities, participation in church 
activities, involvement in children's activities, and 
visiting others and going places. Responses were similar 
when analyzed accprding to socio-economic status, number of 
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years married, and employment status of wives. One differ-
ence was reported when analyzed according to size of com-
munity respondent lives in. Farm or country most frequent-
ly indicated working together was a major strength. 
Analysis by number of children revealed a difference in 
visiting others and going places which was most frequent 
for the least number children and least frequent for the 
larger number of children. Religious differences between 
Catholics and Protestants revealed a larger proportion of 
Protestants more frequently reported their family strength 
activities as camping, fishing, boating, and participation 
in church activities than Catholics. 
Discussion and Conclusion 
The strong families in this study identified their 
major strengths as: religious convictions and activities, 
mutual love, mutual respect and understanding, communica-
tion and problem solving, and doing things together !!!..£ 
being together. The high degree of religious orientation 
is in agreement with other research studies (Bowman, 1974) 
that have shown positive association between marriage hap-
piness and religion. Religion has been the fundamental 
basis for promoting the family unit. Qualities of love, 
respect, and responsibility for others are stressed in 
religion and help contribute to positive interpersonal 
relationships. Religious activities included church atten-
dance as well as a way of life, these activities involve 
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the family members in sharing_ of themselves and .their life 
goals. Aeti·vi ties which are shared and are pleasant help 
to strengthen the family (Blood, 1969), 
Mutual love, mutual respect~ understanding, commun-
ication and problem solving, and doing things together and 
being together involve at.ti tudes of consideration and shar-
ing which are characteristic of strong families. These 
qualit~es have been found to exist in other research of 
successful family relationships (Otto, 1962, 1964; Mudd, 
Mitchell, and Taubin, 1965r Navran, 1967). 
The finding that the families in this study reported 
mutual respect and understanding as a. major family strength 
coincides with the research of Sauer,(1976) and also agrees 
with Otto's report (1962) that mutual respect and under~ 
standing are major sources of family strength. This finding 
is also consistent with research indicating that respect 
was the characteristic of a successful marriage most fre-
quently reported by older husbands and wives (Stinnett, 
Carter, and Montgomery, 1972). The pre~ent results also 
coincide with other research indicating that unhappily mar-
ried persons feel their self-respect is attacked and depre-
ciated by their spouse (Mathews and Milhanovich, 1963; 
Hicks and Platt, 1970), 
One conclusion of this study is that the families 
included in this sample engage in a pattern of activities 
such as being together and doing things together, partici-
pation in church activities, and involvement in children's 
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activities which according to Kanter (1972) and Stevenson 
(1975) serve to increase a sense of family identity and 
family commitment. It is logical that these qualities 
would be a strengthening force as they encourage the family 
members' actual involvement and communication with each 
other. The present findings are also consistent with re-
ports that families experiencing serious problems and con-
flict tend to do very little together and that designing 
activities involving the entire family and identifying and 
participating in more family projects which every family 
member enjoys, serves to strengthen the family and increase 
the satisfaction with family interaction (Bowman, 1976)e 
Implications and Recommendations 
The families in this study which were identified as 
being strong families were characterized by having quali-
ties of religious convi6tions and a religious way of life, 
mutually expressing love, respect, and understanding, 
ability to communicate and solve problems, and enjoy being 
together and doing things together. Activities these 
families participate in include athletics, church, their 
children's groups and activities, visiting other people and 
places, and in general being together and doing things 
together. 
In a society where each is encouraged to do his/her 
own thing there is evidence among these strong families of 
sharing in activities and projects which brings the family 
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together. Support and appreciation for one another brings 
about a strengthening effect. More description of this 
quality of being together and doing things together would 
be desireable due to the variance of individual, joint, or 
parallel activities involved (Orthner, 1975). 
While this research drew information from the husbands 
and wives of strong £amilies it would also be desireable to 
interview their children and include responses of older 
children in the questionnaire. Also personal inter~iews 
might provide opportunities for acquiring indepth knowledge 
of interpersonal relationships in strong familiese 
Current research studying strong families on a nation 
wide basis is now under way (Stinnett, 1976). Throughout 
the United States various groups of people will be studied 
for further knowledge of high strength families. A more 
heterogeneous sample will be obtained involving race, socio-
economic classes, and urban areas as well as different geo-
graphic sections in the United States. 
Family life educators, social,workers, clergymen, and 
other helping professionals will value greatly from the 
knowledge of positive growth producing characteristics 
found in strong families. This information can be utilized 
to produce positive changes in relationships. The Multiple 
Strengths Perceptions Method (Otto, 1975) illustrates one 
way groups individually verbalize the strengths they see in 
-each other•-----This method is ego supportive and produces 
"""-· 
positive influences that strength~n one anothero Develop-
63 
ment and utilization of such methods would enhance indivi-
dual and family interpersonal relationships. Methods like 
these also have a positive and inspiring effect on those 
who lead such activities. 
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OKLAll!f!'A .STATE UNIVERSITY • !'STU.LY'.:1~'lif'Hl 
Department of Family Relations & Child Development 
(405) 372-6211, bt. 6084 
September 15, 1975 
Dear Oklahoma Family, 
74074 
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A few months ago you were recommended to me as one of Oklahoma's particu-
larly strong families. You agreed to assist us in a state wide research 
project on Family Strengths. We appreciate your time and contributions 
very much. Because of your help and other families like you, we are learn-
ing !DUCh about what makes families strong. This is very important since so 
much of what we hear and read about family life today is concerned with the 
high divorce rate and "what's wrong" with families. The information from 
this research can provide guidelines concerning how families can strengthen 
their relationships. 
As this research comes to a close, we see the need to ask persons in strong 
families, such as you, three additional questions. They will not take long 
to answer, but are very important. Would you and your spouse consult with 
each other and answer these questions as a couple? We think you will enjoy 
this activity and find it interesting. After completing the questions would 
you please return the questionnaire to us in the self-addressed, pre-paid 
envelope by September 30. 
Your answers are anonymous and confidential since you are asked not to put 
your name on the questionnaire. Please answer each question as honestly as 
you can. We are not interested in how you think you should answer the 
questions, but we are interested in what you actually feel and do in your 
family situation. 
We appreciate your participation in this research. It is only through the 
contribution o.f persons such as you that we can gain greater understanding 
of family strengths. 
iEJ1t3t--· 
Nick Stinnett, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
NS/jg 
Enclosures 
Oklahoma State University 
Division of Home Economics 
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Dept. of Family Relations 
and Child Development 
Your cooperation in answering these questions is great-
ly appreciated. Your assistance will give us greater under-
standing of family relationships. 
We need to ask a few background questions again since 
your names were not on the first questionnaire and it is not 
possible to match that questionnaire with this one. Please 
check or fill in answers as appropriate to each question. 
Your answers are confidential and anonymous since you do not 
have to put your name on this questionnaire. Please be as 
honest in your answers as possible. There are no right or 
wrong answers. 
1. Race a 1. White 
2. Black 
.3. Indian 
4. Oriental 
5. Other 
2. What church do you attend? 
3. What is the educational attainment of the husband? 
4. What is the educational attainment of the wife? 
5. Husband's Occupations 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
6. Wife's Occupations 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
7. Major source of income for the familyc 
a. 
1. Inherited sav~gs and investments 
2. Earned wealth, transferable investment 
3. Profits, reyalties, fees 
4.· Salary, Commissions (regular, monthly, 
or yearly) 
5. Hourly wages, weekly cheeks 
6. Odd jobs, seasonal work, private 
charity 
7. Public relief or charity 
Residence a 
1. On farm or in country 
2. Small town under 25,000 
3. City Gf 25,000 to 50,000 
4. City Of 50,ooe· to 100,000 
5. City e·f. over 100,000 
73 
. 9. How:· lo.qg ha'Ye :f•• been lilarried to your present speu.se? 
10. How many children do you have? 
As this research comes to a close, we see the need to 
ask persons in strong families, such as you, three addition• 
al q_uestions. They will not take long to answer, but are 
very important. The questions area 
1. What do you censider to be the most important 
strengths of your family? 
~ 
2. What does your family do (such as activities, 
recreation, family nights, etc.) that you feel 
serves to make your family strong? 
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3. What area of your family life would you most like 
to see improved? 
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EXAMPLES OF CATEGORIZATION 
Examples of how responses were categorized concerning 
perceptions of most important family strengths. (Samples 
of responses representative of the three most frequent 
categories are presented)t 
religious convictions and activities 
"faith in God and regular church attendance" 
"our spiritual strength" 
"put God first" 
"reverence for God" 
"worship together" 
"the Bible as a standard for living" 
mutual~ 
"the love we have for each bther" 
"love" 
"our love for one another" 
"we do not hesitate to show our children how much we 
love them" 
"love is very important in our home" 
"genuine love" 
mutual respect and understanding 
"concern and respect for one another" 
"mutual consideration" · 
"we care deeply for one another" 
"understanding each others' differences and opinions" 
?6 ' 
Examples of how responses were categorized concerning 
perceptions of activities that contribute to family 
strengths. (Samples o.:r responses representative of the 
three most frequent categories are presented): 
being together and doing things together 
. "being with the ones you love and doing the things 
you enjoy" 
"doing things as a family" 
"when we're all at home :together" 
•eating meals together" 
"being at home together and talking" 
"play together" 
"readirig together" 
Earticipation in athletic activities 
"athletic events" 
"tennis" 
.. football, basketball" 
"golf, ball games" 
.!'bowling" 
"wrestling, football, basketball" 
participation in church activities 
"we attend church regularily" 
"Sunday School and church" 
"we attend church functions together .. 
"we worship together, attend church, have family devo-
tions" 
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Examples of how responses were categorized concerning 
perceptions of what areas of family life strong fa~ilies 
would like to improve. (Samples of responses representa-
tive of the three most frequent categories are presented): 
to limit activities ,!!!!! ..!!.! priorities 
"too busy a schedul~" 
"teo ·many outside activities" 
~more organizta.tion of"free·time" 
"too many business commitments" 
~ 
"better scheduling so we're not so rushed" 
"too little time for my family" 
satisfied (unaware .2.f need f2!: improvement) 
"at this point.· in:. time--nothing" 
"we have a good family life" 
"we are content and would do it much the same again" 
"we are unaware of a need" 
"it's okay" 
"things are pretty good" 
to have ~ time. to spend together 
"more time to share with each other" 
"more time with my family" 
"more time to enjoy each other" 
"more time together as a family unit" 
"have more free time" 
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